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1  Terms of reference 
 
To describe the trends in migration, population growth and urbanization and their effects on the 
demographics of magisterial districts and to analyze them in relation to levels of poverty and poverty 




2  Geographical scope of this study 
 
The geographical scope of this study is Gauteng as it was in 2001.  Prior to the late 1960s, Gauteng 
was conceived of as its separate components: Johannesburg, the East Rand, the West Rand, 
Vereeniging and Vanderbijlpark and Pretoria.  Geographers then started to refer to a region – dubbed 
as the PWV (Pretoria-Witwatersrand-Vereeniging) – and that name entered the Development Bank’s 
demarcation of regions in 1985.  These regions became the bases for new provinces in 1994 and the 
province itself was renamed Gauteng in the next year.  Since 2001, all of the Oberholzer magisterial 
district and part of Randfontein have been re-assigned to the North West province, but this 
development post-dates the study period. 
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The unit of study within Gauteng is the magisterial district.  Magisterial districts have been much 
more stable than local authorities since 1970.  The changes in them are summarized in Table 1. 
 
Table 1 – Changes in magisterial districts, 1970-2001 
 
Interval Changes 
1970-1980  Pretoria split into Pretoria and Wonderboom. 
Cullinan split into Cullinan and Mdutjana. 
Randburg carved out of Johannesburg and Roodepoort.   
1980-1985  Wonderboom split into Wonderboom and Soshanguve 
1985-1991 None 
1991-1996  Johannesburg split into Johannesburg and Soweto. 
Parts of  Cullinan and Bronkhorstpruit to Mpumulanga Province. 
1996-2001 None 
 
These changes must be borne in mind when interpreting developments at the magisterial district 
level. 
 
Between 2001 and 2007, the whole of Oberholzer magisterial district and part of Randfontein were 
excised from Gauteng.  Territory was added to Gauteng in the north west and a little in the North 
East.  The net effect of these changes was to increase the population of Gauteng in 2001 from 8 837 
175 to 9 178 573. 
 




3  Development of settlement patterns in Gauteng 
 
The dynamics of settlement in Gauteng since 1950 have been determined by two major forces: 
 
i.  the economic expansion of the Witwatersrand, Vereeniging/Vanderbijlpark and Pretoria   
ii.  the rise and fall of apartheid planning. 
 
A narrative of the impact of apartheid on settlement patterns is provided by successive editions of the 
Survey of Race Relations
1.  The objective of apartheid urban settlement policy was spelt out in a 
letter from the Secretary of Native Affairs to the Institute at the beginning of 1952.  Sites for urban 
African townships should be sufficiently large to meet immediate housing needs and requirements 
for, say, 50 years ahead.  Wherever possible they should be away from developed areas.  European 
townships and smallholdings should not be established in the vicinity.  There should be buffer zones 
in the form of industrial areas, natural barriers or strips between African areas and areas occupied by 
other racial groups (51/52: 35)   
 
More detailed racial zoning of the Southern Transvaal soon followed, with the Mentz Committee’s 
proposals for three African settlements round Johannesburg: Alexandra, Eastern Native Township 
and a large Meadowlands-Orlando-Moroka area (the future Soweto) south west of the city.  
Removals of Africans from Sophiatown, Martindale, Newclare and Pageview to Meadowlands and 
Diepkloof were also announced (53/54: 59-60).  African townships serving Germiston, Alberton, 
                                                 
1 Published by the South African Institute of Race Relations from 1949/50 to the present.  3
Boksburg and Elsburg were moved to the Natalspruit area (Katlehong,Tokoza and Vosloorus).  
Payneville Township, Springs and the Brakpan and Dunnottar townships were moved to the Kwa-
Thema and Vlakfontein areas, south-west of Springs,  Heidelberg township was moved south of the 
Heidelberg-Standerton road and the Benoni township to the Daveyton-Klipfontein area.  On the West 
Rand, the Roodepoort-Maraisburg location was moved to Meadowlands.  A new township was 
developed at Kaalfontein, midway between Germiston and Pretoria (Tembisa).  (54/55: 94-95)  
During the second half of the 1950s, Bosmont was proclaimed as a Coloured group area (Langlaagte 
was added in 1960) and Lenasia (30 km south of Johannesburg) was proclaimed as an Indian group 
area (59/60: 147-148).  In the Vereeniging area, Bophelong and Boipatong were established as 
residential areas by the beginning of the 1960s (61: 165) 
 
Ga-Rankuwa (40km north-west of Pretoria, and in what was to become Bophuthatswana) was started 
in the early 1960s (62: 149).  Laudium (for Indians) developed rapidly.  Removals of Africans took 
place from Lady Selborne, Eastwood, Riverside and Highlands, with resettlement in Mamelodi and 
Ga-Rankuwa.  Atteridgeville, an old township, remained where it was, but was not allowed to 
expand.  (63: 185)  There were also removals of Africans from ‘black spots’ north of Pretoria to a 
new township on the farm Boekenhoutfontein (65: 198)  Sebokeng was established in 1966 (66:195) 
and was the site of the first Bantu Affairs Administration Board.  Mabopane (29 km north-west of 
Pretoria) is reported as being developed in 1973; at the same time about 100 000 squatters were 
reported as being present in nearby Winterveld.  Temba, an older township to the north-west of 
Mabopane, was also in Bophuthatswana and served as a dormitory for Pretoria.  (73:130-131)     
 
Apartheid settlement policy for Gauteng culminated in the developments of the mid-1970s.  
Thereafter, pressures from below began to shape policy, starting with the growth of squatting in 
Winterveld in the late 1970s and continuing with developments at Weiler’s Farm and other parts of 
what is now Orange Farm, south of Johannesburg, in the early 1980s.  A squatter settlement also 
emerged at Diepsloot, north of Johannesburg in the early 1990s.  The initial official response was 
repressive, particularly in the case of Winterveld, but as the 1980s wore on, the response became 
more accommodating, with a degree of formalization extended via the provision of basic services 
and the granting of tenure on sites.  Informal settlements also started to appear at the edges of formal 








and urbanization:  1970, 1980, 1985, 1996 and 2001 population censuses 
Migration:    1996 and 2001 censuses  
Incomes:    1968, 1981 and 1994 Gross Geographic Product 
   Statistical  releases on Gross Domestic Product 
Poverty:    1996 and 2001 censuses 
 
The following problems exist in the data: 
 
1  South African statistics are generally weak and unreliable at the third tier (local authority and 
magisterial district level).  Adjustments to census data made on a national basis are often far 
from accurate at the local level. 
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2  Income data are often unreliable.  The Income and Expenditure Surveys are too small to 
allow disaggregation to the magisterial district level.  The census question about income is 
necessarily imprecise.  Indirect methods are necessary to rank Gauteng magisterial districts 
by the extent of poverty. 
 
3  Migration questions were asked in the 1980 census, and again in the 1996 and 2001 censuses.  
Migration measured for the period 1996-2001 is nearly double migration in the period 1991-
1996.  While migration may well have increased between the two periods, the magnitude of 






Because the interest is in current conditions, the analysis will work back from the recent past to the 
more remote past in the following steps: 
 
1  The distribution of poverty across magisterial districts in Gauteng will be established for 
2001.  The relative position of districts changes slowly, so they will have been much the same 
in 1996. 
 
2  Population in 1991, 1996 and 2001 in each district will be estimated and growth rates 
calculated, along with migration from 1991-1996 and from 1996-2001. 
 
3  The relationship between population growth, migration and the poverty status of magisterial 
districts will be investigated. 
 
4  Population in 1970, 1980 and 1985 will be estimated along with growth rates by magisterial 
district to display a longer period of demographic development. 
 
5  Population growth will be related to economic growth by considering gross geographic 




6  Development and poverty in Gauteng, 2001 
 
There is no single indicator which captures the poverty/development spectrum in Gauteng.  On the 
basis of the 2001 Population Census, eight variables can be defined for each magisterial district: 
 
1  Proportion of the population living in formal and informal settlements, industrial areas, 
institutions and hostels.  This can be regarded as the proportion of the population which is 
urban. 
 
2  The average years of education among the population age 25 and older 
 
3  The labour absorption ratio, i.e. the number of employed persons divided by the population 
between 15 and 65 
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4  The proportion of people having an adequate water supply, types of supply partially 
satisfactory attracting a score between zero and one. 
 
5  The proportion of people using electricity or solar power for lighting 
 
6  The proportion of people having adequate toilet facilities, facilities partially satisfactory 
attracting a score between zero and one. 
 
7  The proportion of people having either a land line or a cellphone, with partial scoring for a 
telephone facility nearby. 
 
8  Monthly income per capita. 
 
 
The scores for each variable and district are shown in Table 2. 
 
Table 2 - Development indicators, Gauteng 2001          
                 





                    
Alberton  0.994  8.50 0.371  0.823 0.783 0.862  0.615  1344  -0.13  -0.73 
Benoni  0.962  8.40 0.399  0.815 0.784 0.754  0.644  1636  -0.22  -0.33 
Boksburg  0.991  9.24 0.462  0.836 0.795 0.840  0.702  2049  0.53  -0.07 
Brakpan  0.989  8.35 0.368  0.806 0.814 0.909  0.603  1104  -0.20  -0.33 
Bronkhorstspruit  0.449  7.30 0.519  0.705 0.564 0.500  0.500  2013  -2.14  2.35 
Cullinan  0.629  8.22 0.487  0.825 0.699 0.715  0.560  1651  -0.80  0.93 
Germiston  0.995 10.11 0.571  0.878 0.774 0.842  0.773  3691  1.35  0.97 
Heidelberg  (GT)  0.859  7.55 0.399  0.755 0.681 0.738  0.541  1141  -1.25  0.09 
Johannesburg  0.994 10.07 0.540  0.912 0.910 0.911  0.773  3298  1.62  0.14 
Kempton  Park  0.982  9.11 0.443  0.815 0.803 0.874  0.672  1886  0.36  -0.21 
Krugersdorp  0.777  8.57 0.465  0.819 0.827 0.774  0.640  1666  -0.16  0.15 
Nigel  0.937  7.50 0.345  0.793 0.836 0.812  0.556  953  -0.86  -1.00 
Oberholzer  0.974  7.41 0.533  0.802 0.795 0.801  0.561  1374  -0.78  0.04 
Pretoria  0.963 10.64 0.555  0.874 0.880 0.863  0.798  4108  1.77  0.83 
Randburg  0.948 10.39 0.602  0.831 0.828 0.862  0.758  5659  1.51  1.80 
Randfontein  0.802  8.42 0.456  0.856 0.784 0.807  0.651  1349  -0.12  -0.10 
Roodepoort  0.966  9.84 0.493  0.866 0.870 0.870  0.719  2925  1.09  0.15 
Soshanguve  1.000  8.05 0.343  0.796 0.806 0.516  0.655  746  -0.69  -0.62 
Soweto  1.000  8.68 0.315  0.804 0.911 0.929  0.652  699  0.14  -1.62 
Springs  0.982  8.93 0.396  0.850 0.800 0.900  0.704  1615  0.45  -0.71 
Vanderbijlpark  0.949  8.33 0.330  0.870 0.911 0.895  0.604  1171  0.03  -1.44 
Vereeniging  0.935  8.18 0.344  0.796 0.870 0.659  0.592  937  -0.60  -0.78 
Westonaria  0.926  7.78 0.470  0.744 0.609 0.586  0.599  1279  -1.20  0.81 
Wonderboom  0.887  9.34 0.463  0.781 0.825 0.738  0.714  1942  0.30  0.27  6
A factor analysis was run on the data.  The eigenvalue for the first factor was 4.36 and for the second 
was 1.88.  For the third it was 0.30, so two factors were retained in the analysis.   
 
All variables loaded positively on to the first factor, which can be interpreted as a general 
development factor.  The most developed districts were Pretoria, Johannesburg, Randburg and 
Germiston.  The least developed were Bronkhorstpruit, Heidelberg and Westonaria.     
 
Education, labour absorption and income loaded positively on to the second factor, while 
urbanization, water, lighting, toilet and phone loaded negatively.   
 
The second factor therefore indicates whether education and labour market conditions run ahead of 
services (positive values – highlighted in Table 2) or whether they lag behind them (negative values).  
Ekurhuleni (with the exception of Germiston) shows labour market conditions running behind 
services. 
 




7  Population, population growth and migration, 1991-2001 
 
Table 3 sets out population data for the period 1991-2001. 
 
The following points can be made about it: 
 
1  The correlation between the magisterial average annual population growth rates between 
1991 and 1996 and those between 1996 and 2001 is -0.46.  Over the whole decade, there is 
no evidence of a group of districts growing consistently more rapidly than others.  On the 
contrary: the evidence is more consistent with growth spurts.  Any district might be subject to 
a growth spurt for a short while and then sink back into an average or slow population growth 
rate.  Unreliability in the data, especially for 1991, muddies the waters.  A longer view may 
enable one to put 1991-2001 population growth into perspective. 
 
2  Net migration between 1991 and 1996 for each district can be decomposed into two 
components: migration from outside Gauteng and migration from other districts within 
Gauteng.  The correlation between the two streams across districts is -0.14, essentially 
uncorrelated.  If this is not the consequence of seriously flawed migration data, the lack of 
correlation is interesting, hinting at different dynamics between intra-provincial movement 
and movement into Gauteng. 
 
3  Net migration into districts from outside Gauteng is all that can be estimated for the period 
1996-2001.  For reasons best known to themselves, Statistics South Africa chose only to enter 
the province from which people moved on the 10% sample from the 2001 Census.  The 
correlation between migration from outside Gauteng in 1991-96 and 1996-2001 is -0.10, 
essentially uncorrelated, suggesting migration spurts rather than consistent district 
preferences over the decade. 
 
4  That the 1991-96 migration data have validity is suggested by the strong positive correlation 
(0.89) between total net migration into a district and population growth in that district. 
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5  If one correlates the development factor of a region in 2001, with net migration between 1991 
and 1996, the correlation is -0.20.  The correlation coefficient for migration from outside was 
0.06 and for intra-provincial migration -0.23.  So during that period migration bore no 
relationship to the economic attractiveness of the district relative to others.  However, 
between 1996 and 2001, the correlation coefficient for migration from outside was 0.35, 
suggesting a positive, though not very strong, relation between development and net 
migration in that period. 
  Table 3 - Population, population growth and migration, 1991-2001      
                 
   Population Population  Net  migration     
District      growth          
  1991 1996 2001  1991-96  1996-01  1991-1996      1996-01 
         Into  Within  Total  Per  cent 
         Gauteng  Gauteng 
of 
1991   
               
Alberton  358680 410259 511867  2.72%  4.52%  23269  -13916  9353  2.6%  24642 
Benoni  278159 366343 401544  5.66%  1.85%  12199  -2526  9673  3.5%  10475 
                  
Boksburg  184981 263178 334703  7.31%  4.93%  8858 22322 31180 16.9%  16964 
Brakpan  124640 171361 210677  6.57%  4.22%  5741 23507 29248 23.5%  4793 
Bronkhorstspruit  37070 35527 78238 -0.85% 17.10%  1818  -996  822  2.2%  4008 
Cullinan  30441 82597 40265  22.10%  -13.39%  9598  33837  43435  142.7%  519 
Germiston  151948 164249 186691  1.57%  2.59%  6515  -1963  4552  3.0%  7567 
Heidelberg  74994 83011 68022  2.05% -3.90%  2956 7961  10917  14.6%  1236 
Johannesburg  1519092 760792 922622  1.85%  3.93%  6244  -57529  -51285  -3.4%  -13024 
Kempton  Park  338398 446109 696338  5.68%  9.31%  37847  8074 45921 13.6%  49248 
Krugersdorp  186949 208284 298524  2.18%  7.46%  4799  4106  8905  4.8%  7095 
Nigel  90135 106121 117350  3.32%  2.03%  3553  1572  5125  5.7%  661 
Oberholzer  173092 166570 144967  -0.77%  -2.74%  10116  -272  9844  5.7%  5026 
Pretoria  603084 692352 927820  2.80%  6.03%  16234  -6300  9934  1.6%  36867 
Randburg  319140 362481 547061  2.58%  8.58%  27965  -6287 21678  6.8%  42866 
Randfontein  112106 133030 132186  3.48%  -0.13%  6188 11225 17413 15.5%  3625 
Roodepoort  201727 279342 350774  6.73%  4.66%  8993 43833 52826 26.2%  13264 
Soshanguve  146317 242722 230388  10.65%  -1.04%  62559 18624 81183 55.5%  11758 
Soweto   904166  896993    -0.16%  27384 
-
108223 -80839    18185 
Springs  149727 163303 183422  1.75%  2.35%  4183  -16979  -12796  -8.5%  261 
Vanderbijlpark  423867 483361 331048  2.66%  -7.29%  11973 35136 47109 11.1%  3196 
Vereeniging  238394 342704 620612  7.53%  12.61%  6748 26814 33562 14.1%  4214 
Westonaria  157941 160764 204662  0.35%  4.95%  27936 10412 38348 24.3%  13830 
Wonderboom  254256 319799 385668  4.69%  3.82%  30325  -32432  -2107  -0.8%  34684 
                 
Total  6155140 7348425 8822442  3.61%  3.72%  364001  0 364001   301962 
                 
North  16.3% 18.0% 17.5%               
Central  29.9% 34.5% 26.8%               
East  25.8% 22.3% 28.6%               
West  13.5% 13.0% 12.8%               
South 10.8%  9.3%  10.8%               
Periphery  3.8% 2.8% 3.4%               
Migration estimates for 2001 – 2007 for Gauteng are as follows: 
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Table 4 – Migration to and from Gauteng 2001-2007 
 
Province                       From                To               Net gain 
Eastern Cape  67 119  26 364  40 755 
Free State  42 317  23 278  19 039 
KwaZulu-Natal  101 242  36 057  65 185 
Limpopo  165 258  31 956  133 302 
Mpumalanga  88 423  34 566  53 857 
North West  100 374  60 597  39 777 
Northern Cape  10 281  7 854  2 427 
Western Cape  34 157  48 505  -14 348 
Outside SA  101 899    101 899* 
Unspecified 70  631     
Total  781 701  269 177  512 524 
 
 
* an over-estimate since we do not know how many left Gauteng for destinations outside 
South Africa.   
 
 
This implies that 40% of the population increase in Gauteng between 2001 and 2007 was made up of 
net migration.   
 
The destinations of the in-migrants were as follows: 
 
Table 5 – Destinations of in-migrants to Gauteng, by local authority 2001-2007 
 
Sedibeng 42  385 
Motsweding 18  073 
West Rand  43 246 
Ekurhuleni 177  107 
Johannesburg 275  027 
Tshwane 225863 
Total 781  701 
 
 
Relative to their population sizes, Tshwane and Motsweding have seen the greatest number of in-
migrants.  More migrants entered Tshwane from Limpopo than any other province, while the 
pressure came more from Mpumalanga than any other province in the case of Motsweding.  The 
West Rand had more in-migration from the North West than any other province.  The bulk of 
migration into Ekurhuleni came from the Eastern Cape, KwaZulu-Natal, Limpopo and Mpumalanga.  
Main sources for Johannesburg were KwaZulu-Natal, Limpopo and outside South Africa.  
 
 
8  The longer perspective 
 
Table 6 supplies population estimates for 1970, 1980 and 1985.  From it, and Table 3, the following 
can be concluded: 
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1  Measured population growth in Gauteng went from 2.85% per annum between 1970 and 
1980 to 1.78% between 1980 and 1985 and 1.26% between 1985 and 1990.  It then increased 
to 3.61% between 1991 and 1996 and 3.72% between 1996 and 2001.  It is always possible to 
argue that the measured dip in population growth between 1980 and 1996 is an artifact of 
difficulties of enumeration in the 1985 and 1991 censuses (though adjusted population 
estimates are presented here).  On the other hand, unrest rendered many of the most heavily 
populated parts of Gauteng unattractive as migration destinations between 1985 and 1994. 
 
2  In terms of the population distribution within Gauteng, one can distinguish six sets of 
districts: 
 
  The North, consisting of Pretoria, Soshanguve and Wonderboom 
 The  Centre,  consisting of Johannesburg, Randburg and Soweto 
 The  East,  consisting of Alberton, Benoni, Boksburg, Brakpan, Germiston, Kempton Park and 
Springs 
  The West, consisting of Krugersdorp, Oberholzer, Randfontein, Roodepoort and Westonaria 
   The South, consisting of Vanderbijlpark and Vereeniging 
 The  Periphery,  consisting of Bronkhorstspruit, Cullinan, Heidelberg and Nigel 
 
  The most notable feature of the distribution of the population is the decline in the share of the 
Centre (from 35.9% to 26.8%) and the Periphery (from 4.2% to 3.4%) between 1970 and 
2001.  This is matched by increases in share of the North (from 16.0 to 17.5%), the East 
(from 23.5% to 28.6%), the West (marginally, from 12.4% to 12.8%) and the South (from 
8.0% to 10.8%). 
 
3  Only one district – Alberton – had higher than average population growth in all five intervals 
between 1970 and 2001.  Boksburg, Brakpan and Kempton Park had higher than average 
population growth in four out of the five intervals.  By contrast, Germiston and 
Johannesburg/Soweto had lower than average population growth in all intervals.  Springs and 
Nigel had lower than average population growth in all but one interval.     
 
4  Net migration into Gauteng accounted for 31% of population increase between 1991 and 
1996 and 20% between 1996 and 2001. 
 
5  The ratio of male to female Gauteng residents was 130: 100 in 1970.  It climbed to 133 in 
1980, but has dropped steadily since, to 123 in 1985, 121 in 1991, 108 in 1996 and 104 in 
2001.  Areas where it was greater than 150 in 1970 were Boksburg, Germiston and Springs in 
the East, and Krugersdrop, Oberholzer, Roodepoort and Westonaria in the West.  10
 
 
Table 6 - Gauteng population 1970-1985 and growth rates 1970-2001 
            
  Population  Growth rates 
District  1970  1980  1985 1970-80 1980-85 1985-91 1991-96  1996-01 
            
            
Alberton 152204  260509  301642  5.52  2.98  2.93  2.72  4.52 
Benoni 164543  212864  250906  2.61  3.34  1.73  5.66 1.85 
Boksburg 105000  155379  181966  4.00  3.21 0.27 7.31  4.93 
Brakpan 114345  83236  101265  -3.13  4.00  3.52  6.57  4.22 
Bronkhorstspruit  40004  36688  32059 -0.86 -2.66  2.45 -0.85  17.10 
Cullinan 29766  35577  28043  1.80  -4.65  1.38  22.10 -13.39 
Germiston  140873  167675  163648  1.76 -0.49 -1.23  1.57  2.59 
Heidelberg 35470  44570  52218  2.31  3.22  6.22 2.05  -3.90 
Johannesburg  1417818  1519570  1571167 2.01 0.67  -0.56 1.85  3.93 
Kempton Park  145341  268967  291543  6.35 1.63 2.51  5.68  9.31 
Krugersdorp 127215  167149  183223  2.77  1.85 0.34 2.18  7.46 
Nigel 60634  75035  83878  2.15  2.25 1.21 3.32  2.03 
Oberholzer 95903  128642  147610  2.98  2.79  2.69 -0.77  -2.74 
Pretoria 632164  562212  581282  3.00  3.49 0.62 2.80  6.03 
Randburg   209567  275481    5.62  2.48 2.58  8.58 
Randfontein 58709  94978  104597  4.93  1.95 1.16 3.48  -0.13 
Roodepoort 142532  173974  202011  2.01  3.03 -0.02  6.73  4.66 
Soshanguve     86136      9.23  10.65 -1.04 
S o w e t o             - 0 . 1 6  
Springs 105175  168147  174812  4.80 0.78  -2.55 1.75  2.35 
Vanderbijlpark 90489  298545  353549  12.68  3.44  3.07 2.66  -7.29 
Vereeniging 224623  175940  187626  -2.41  1.29  4.07  7.53  12.61 
Westonaria 63929  102034  109545  4.79 1.43 6.29 0.35  4.95 
Wonderboom   287738  246510    -3.05  0.52  4.69  3.82 
            
Total  3946737  5228996  5710715 2.85 1.78 1.26 3.61  3.72 
            
North  16.0%  16.3%  16.0%       
Central  35.9%  33.1%  32.3%       
East  23.5%  25.2%  25.7%       
West  12.4%  12.8%  13.1%       
South  8.0%  9.1%  9.5%       
Periphery  4.2%  3.7%  3.4%       
 
The Community Survey contains data by local authority from the 2001 Census and the Community 
Survey, five and a third years later: 
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Table 7 – Population growth in Gauteng by local authority, 2001-2007 
 
                                                Population       Population      Annual                Share 
                                                    2001                 2007           growth(%)      ’01          ‘07 
DC42: Sedibeng (the South)  796 754  800 819   0.1  8.6          7.7 
DC46:Metsweding(the 
North-East periphery) 
162 270  153 539  -1.0  1.8           1.5 
DC48: West Rand  533 675  539 038  0.2  5.8           5.2 
Ekurhuleni (East Rand)  2 478 631  2 724 229  1.8  27.0       26.1 
Johannesburg Metro  3 225 309  3 888 180  3.6  35.2       37.1 
Tshwane (Pretoria)  1 982 235  2 345 908  3.2  21.6       22.4 
Gauteng Total  9 178 573  10 451 713  2.5  100.0     100.0 
 
 
Source:  Statistics South Africa, Community Survey 2007, Statistical Release P0301, revised version, 
20 December 2007 
 
 
While the new district councils do not exactly reproduce the old groupings of magisterial districts, 
the following observations are warranted: 
 
1  A long decline in the share of the Centre has been reversed.  The Johannesburg metro had the 
fastest population growth of all the districts/metros in Gauteng between 2001 and 2007 
2  The next fastest growth was in Tshwane metro, nudging its share of population up a bit.  The 
change in the rate of population growth in Tshwane was less dramatic. 
3  Population growth in Ekurhuleni has slowed, with a slight loss in its share of the Gauteng 
population. 
4  Population growth in the West and the South was very slow, reversing the pre-2001 pattern. 





9  The African population 
 
Table 8 sets out the African population in thirty-three Gauteng places in 1980 and 2001.  Of the 
thirty-three, eight were established between 1980 and 2001.  The interesting observation is that the 
proportion of the Gauteng African population living in these places changed very little between 1980 





Table 8 - Population in selected places, 1980 and 2001    
        
Magisterial district  Place  1980 2001   
        
Pretoria Atteridgeville/Saulsville  89820 138939  2.10
 Mamelodi  144000 254927  2.76
Soshanguve Soshanguve  63220 310563  7.87
Alberton Katlehong  157020 345406  3.83
 Thokoza  42060 84713  3.39
Benoni Daveyton  90840 131069  1.76
 Wattville  23520 40943  2.67
 Etwatwa  0 123958    
Boksburg Vosloorus  48040 149887  5.57
Brakpan Tsakane  31760 143671  7.45
Heidelberg Ratanda  10540 34968  5.88
Kempton Park  Tembisa  193920 347212  2.81
 Ivory  Park  0 112270    
 Ebony  Park  0 15900    
Nigel Duduza  27360 71693  4.69
Springs KwaThema  91200 99268  0.40
Randburg Alexandra  53440 165557  5.53
 Diepsloot  0 49531    
Soweto Soweto  868500 1094560  1.11
Krugersdorp Kagiso  43380 100435  4.08
 Munsieville  7560 19678  4.66
Oberholzer Khutsong  22240 69621  5.58
Randfontein Slovoville  0 5862    
Roodepoort Mohlakeng  30620 49136  2.28
Westonaria Bekkersdal  12960 55706  7.19
Vanderbijlpark Bophalong  12560 37608  5.36
 Boipatong  14460 16777  0.71
 Evaton  56120 145790  4.65
 Tshepiso  0 50863    
 Sebokeng 164060 221104  1.43
Vereeniging Sharpeville  50620 40942  -1.01
 Orange  Farm  0 179947    
 Wheeler's  Farm  0 11531    
        
Total   2349820 4720035  3.38
All Africans    3173259 6507525  3.48
Percentage   74.1% 72.5%   
        
North   297040 704429  4.20
East     688900 1629265  4.18
Central   921940 1309648  1.69
West   116760 300438  4.60
South   297820 704562  4.19
Periphery   27360 71693  4.69
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A closer look at the distribution of the African population in 1996 and 2001 can be obtained by 
plotting areas in which Africans were a majority at the time of the two censuses.  The plots are set 
out in Figures 1 and 2.  Precise comparisons are rendered difficult by the following factors: 
 
  The 1996 census mapping is down to the enumerator area level, where as the 2001 census 
mapping is down only to the sub-place level  (on average a sub-place contains four 
enumerator areas). 
  The accuracy of geographical representation of enumerator areas in 1996 left something to be 
desired.  In some cases, enumerator areas were represented by very small map delineations 
with interstitial areas left blank.   
 
It follows that the geographical extent of majority African areas in 1996 is underestimated in Figure 
1.  Nonetheless, a rise in the proportion African in the Gauteng population from 71.4% in 1996 to 
73.8% in 2001 means that some areas which were not majority African in 1996 had become so by 
2001.  The indications are that such areas were randomly scattered throughout Gauteng.   
 
Figures 1 and 2 indicate that the population in the relatively large (low population density) peripheral 
areas were majority African in both 1996 and 2001, the gaps to the north west of Pretoria in 1996 
being almost certainly due to mapping problems.  In both years, too, there is a band of majority 
African areas across the middle of Johannesburg, with the encirclement of a predominantly non-
African area south of Johannesburg.  This area plus another in southern Ekurhuleni are the only non-
African areas south of a line of latitude running through central Johannesburg. 
 
The biggest contiguous predominantly non-African belt runs from the north-west of Johannesburg 
across to Ekurhuleni.  The second such belt runs to both the north and south of Pretoria.  These are 
the only two such areas north of a line of latitude running through central Johannesburg.  




10  Gross geographic product and population distribution, 1970-1994 
 
Table 9 sets out gross geographic product and population in 1970, 1980/81 and 1994/96.  Table 9 
shows a fairly close correspondence between population share and GGP by region, with the North 
and the Centre having a higher share of GGP than population, the East about the same, and the West, 
South and Periphery having a higher share of population than of GGP.  Moreover in the North, 
Centre and East, the direction of change in the share of population and the share of GGP are the same 
for both intervals.      14
 
 
            
  Gross Geographic Product  Share    
District (R'  000)          
 1970  1981 1994 1970 1981  1994 
Alberton 65895  484358 2731812 1.40% 1.84%  1.89% 
Benoni 120089  585528 3419261 2.56% 2.22%  2.37% 
Boksburg 121436  815475 4237278 2.58% 3.09%  2.94% 
Brakpan 48665  188830 1119011 1.04% 0.72%  0.78% 
Bronkhorstspruit 8084  63204 442778 0.17% 0.24%  0.31% 
Cullinan 8572  53664 261037 0.18% 0.20%  0.18% 
Germiston 333325  2055738 9633413 7.09% 7.79%  6.67% 
Heidelberg 12581  104229 425289 0.27% 0.40%  0.29% 
Johannesburg 2151279  8431005 45872700 45.77% 31.96%  31.78% 
Kempton Park  179186  1554252 9301721 3.81% 5.89%  6.44% 
Krugersdorp 84046  538895 2772097 1.79% 2.04%  1.92% 
Nigel 39220  209163 786438 0.83% 0.79%  0.54% 
Oberholzer 148012  1794299 5281435 3.15% 6.80%  3.66% 
Pretoria 813324  4486340 32120735 17.31% 17.01%  22.25% 
Randburg   705490 6206336  2.67%  4.30% 
Randfontein 56049  405435 1769434 1.19% 1.54%  1.23% 
Roodepoort 76592  508970 2807749 1.63% 1.93%  1.94% 
Soshanguve     70573     0.05% 
Soweto           
Springs 130900  805471 3645863 2.79% 3.05%  2.53% 
Vanderbijlpark 121667  883885 3919736 2.59% 3.35%  2.72% 
Vereeniging 138484  796509 4653148 2.95% 3.02%  3.22% 
Westonaria 42289  710916 1168882 0.90% 2.69%  0.81% 
Wonderboom   200630 1712522 0.00% 0.76%  1.19% 
            





share    
GGP 
share    
  1970 1980  1996  1970  1981  1994 
North 16.0%  16.3% 18.0% 17.3% 17.8% 23.5% 
Central 35.9%  33.1% 34.5% 45.8% 34.6% 36.1% 
East 23.5%  25.2% 22.3% 21.3% 24.6% 23.6% 
West 12.4%  12.8% 13.0% 8.7% 15.0% 9.6% 
South 8.0%  9.1% 9.3% 5.5% 6.4% 5.9% 
Periphery 4.2%  3.7% 2.8% 1.5% 1.6% 1.3% 
            
       100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  15
Official GDP data by magisterial district end in 1994.  Since that date, GDP data for Gauteng as a 
whole have been compiled and are as follo 
 
Table 10 – Gauteng GDP at constant 200o prices 
 
Date                      GDP at constant                        Growth (%)           
                             2000 prices(rand billion) 
1995 269.1   
1996 275.7  2.5 
1997 285.2  3.4 
1998 288.0  1.0 
1999 294.7  2.3 
2000 312.0  5.9 
2001 319.2  2.3 
2002 335.2  5.0 
2003 345.9  3.2 
2004 364.9  5.5 
2005 384.1  5.3 
2006 407.2  6.0 




Source:  Statistics South Africa, Gross Domestic Product, Statistical Release P0441,      24 February 
2009 
 
The average annual rate of growth over the period from 1996 to 2007 was 4.1%, compared with a 




11  Geographical distribution of poverty, 2001 
 
Figure 3 sets out the geographical distribution of poverty, using annual per capita income as the 
measure.  The darkest areas had an annual income of less than R 1 000 per capita.  This belt of 
poverty is mainly to be found in the south-west and south-east corners of Gauteng, stretching up into 
Soweto.  There are pockets to the north of Johannesburg and close to Pretoria, and a stretch up on the 
north-western boundary of Gauteng.   
 
The next darkest areas had an annual income of between R 1 000 and R 2 000 per capita.  There is a 
belt stretching up from the southern boundary of Gauteng to south of Johannesburg.  There are two 
further belts in the north west and north east of Gauteng, the north west belt arcing in round the west 
and north of Pretoria.   
 
The second lightest areas, with an annual income of between R 2 000 and R 4 000 per capita are 
largely interstitial.  The lightest areas with an annual income of above R 4 000 per capita are 
concentrated in a block to the south of and a belt north of Johannesburg connecting with a block 
around the Pretoria.  The top income category is largely congruent with the non-African majority 
areas in Figure 2.   
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It is doubtful whether much can be predicted about future settlement patterns from any given 
distribution of poverty across Gauteng.  Informal settlements spring up not where poverty is greatest 
but where property rights are least well defended: Weiler’s farm and Diepsloot are cases in point.  
Rental dwellings accommodate the African lower middle class, first in Hillbrow and then in flats and 
rental cluster housing in all the urban centres.  The African upper middle class has the option of 
purchasing houses all over the place; undoubtedly, as among other groups before them, there will be 




12   Language 
 
The following table indicates home language by population group in Gauteng in 2001: 
 
 
Table 11 – Home language by population group, Gauteng 2001 
Language African  Coloured  Asain  White  Total 
      
Afrikaans  41 960  218 435  4 952  1 003 855  1 289 202 
English  74 461  109 934  200 669  720 106  1 105 170 
Ndelbele  168 988  317  575  1 155  171 035 
Xhosa  668 386  726  135  1 806  671 053 
Zulu  1 897 842  2 607  162  1 399  1 902 011 
Pedi  944  067  626 78  910 945  681 
Sotho  1 157 003  1 678  72  821  1 159 573 
Tswana  738 175  1 998  117  900  741 190 
Swati  122  095  154 33  304 112  587 
Venda  153  717  138 18  284 154  157 
Tsonga  504  400  281 45  661 505  387 
Other  51 701  1 097  11 145  26 185  90 129 
      




In order to make the analysis tractable, people speaking a language other than an official language 
will be excluded.  The languages will be grouped as follows: 
 
European origin:  Afrikaans, English 
Nguni:     Ndebele, Xhosa, Zulu, Swati 
Sotho plus:    Pedi, Sotho, Tswana, Venda, Tsonga 
 
The 2 222 subplaces in Gauteng in 2001 can then be classified as follows: 
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European origin   
 Majority  White   858 
  Majority Coloured or Asian      78 
 Neither    110 
 
                   1 046  
 
Nguni 
  Majority Xhosa        20 
 Majority  Zulu     161 
 Neither    212 
 
      393 
 
Sotho plus 
  Majority  Pedi         32 
 Majority  Sotho       70 
 Majority  Tswana        29 
  Majority Venda/Tsonga      42 
 None      341 
       
      514 
 
No language group in a majority    269 
 
 
Figure 4 maps the distribution of the major language groups.  The white areas are where the 
languages of European origin are in a majority; the lightly coloured areas are where no language 
group is in a majority; the darker areas are where the Sotho plus group is in a majority and the 
darkest areas are where the Nguni group is in a majority.  The European language group majority is 
to be found in the affluent areas to the north and south of Johannesburg and around Pretoria.  The 
Sotho plus majority areas are mainly in the west, though there are some in the south.  The Nguni 
majority areas are in a belt across the Witwatersrand and the mixed areas are predominantly in the 
east.   
 
Figure 5 maps the majority population group within the majority European language group.  The 
lightest fields are majority White, the intermediate fields are majority Coloured/Asian and the 
darkest fields are the remaining areas.   
 
Figure 6 maps the majority language group within the Nguni group.  The darkest areas are majority 
Zulu, the intermediate areas are majority Xhosa and the lightest areas are neither. 
 
Figure 7 maps the majority language group within the Sotho plus group.  The darkest areas are 
majority Venda or majority Tsonga, the intermediate areas  are majority Sotho, Pedi or Tswana and 




When the National Party came to power in 1948, it had three priorities regarding settlement in 
Gauteng: 
 
  They had to establish the apparatus to support apartheid on what might be called the meso-
level, i.e the pattern of human settlement and the terms of tenure.  The desired pattern of 
settlement was racially homogeneous areas separated by buffer zones, such as industrial 
areas.  The desired basis of tenure for Africans was rental or leasehold; freehold would 
connote a degree of permanence which apartheid was not willing to concede.  And in terms 
of the legislation, decisions had to be made about where the settlements were to be sited.  
Much of the 1950s was taken up with this part of the programme, including resettlement of 
the ‘badly situated’.  In 1951, the Secretary of Native Affairs appointed the Mentz 
Commission, whose job it was to put pressure on opposition-controlled local authorities to 
place African settlement on an apartheid footing. 
  They had to cope with extensive squatting and poor housing conditions which had grown up 
in the 1930s and 1940s.  Durban had avoided much post-war squatting and unemployment by 
the simple expedient of writing to the magistrates in Zululand as the war was coming to a 
close instructing them to send no more migrant workers.  But the sources of immigration to 
Johannesburg were much more diverse and the quality of official management less astute.  
Nearly all white opinion regarded squatting and slums as undesirable, either on philanthropic 
grounds or on the grounds that they bred dangerous people.  The National Party had an 
additional reason for disliking squatting: squatters were unlikely to be respecters of the racial 
order it was intent on producing. 
  If people were to be housed in approved areas in formal housing, something had to be done 
about designing minimally adequate housing, reducing building costs to a minimum and the 
financing of housing.  Here liberal and government goals converged and business interests 
(led by the Oppenheimers) made a substantial contribution in the 1950s.  The Urban 
Foundation in the 1970s united the Oppenheimers and the Ruperts as lead sponsors and it 
continued the 1950s programme under new circumstances. 
 
These themes shaped settlement patterns from the early 1950s to the mid-1990s.  Throughout 
Gauteng there was a marked distaste for informal housing.  This is not to say that informal housing 
did not emerge from time to time, but upgrading and formalization programmes generally followed 
within a short time.  Some of these motivations remained after 1994: the philanthropic and dangerous 
class motivations appeal to any ruling group.  And cost minimization remains important:  the 
Reconstruction and Development Programme houses built since 1994 are direct descendants of the 
51/6 and 51/9 houses of the 1950s. 
 
What role is there in all this for economic forces to shape the pattern of settlement?  Africans who 
were resettled in remoter areas found transport costs a heavy new burden and the government 
response was to elaborate a system of transport subsidies.  By the early 1980s, the cost of this system 
had become great and the system response was a privatizing one – the introduction of a highly 
competitive system of combi-taxis – to reduce transport costs.   Building new houses also became 
increasingly difficult for the government from the mid-1970s, partly because of costs and partly 
because the administrative grip on black urban areas was diminishing.  Furthermore, the international 
climate of opinion changed in the 1980s towards greater private sector involvement in the provision 
of housing and services. 
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The upshot was increasing private provision of housing in the (broadly) black market, with 
government subsidy arrangements undergoing change from the early 1990s onwards to promote 
private provision.  The switch to private provision of housing meant that housing had to be 
positioned where it would sell.  Market assessments had to be undertaken by developers if their 
projects were to succeed. 
 
The collapse of influx control from the mid-1970s and its formal abolition in 1986 and the abolition 
of the Group Areas Act in 1991 also had their impact.  The impact is most visible in the changed 
occupancy of the central business districts of Johannesburg and Pretoria and their adjacent flatlands.  
Rental flats were the form of formerly white housing most easily available to black people.  They 
required no capital payment, they could be occupied at higher density than before and the ability of 
many landlords to collect the rent steadily eroded to the point where many of them simply abandoned 
their buildings. 
 
The evidence suggests that despite the rigidities of apartheid, the system was flexible enough to 
accommodate movements within Gauteng in response to the changing location of economic activity 
and even to absorb substantial increments in population growth in existing settlements up to 2001.  
Apartheid has left its stamp on the contemporary pattern of settlement, even as its 1960s insistence 
on the admission of African ‘labour units’ only has disappeared.   
 
However, the old government-business coalition (which prohibited and pre-empted) has disappeared, 
and nothing coherent has emerged to take its place.  The situation, in fact, is returning to its 1939-48 
configuration and a new set of informal settlements is starting to emerge, especially to the north west 
of Johannesburg.  If the experience of Diepsloot (the earliest of these is anything to go by), there will 
be a period of neglect, followed by extension of services and the construction of formal housing.  It 
may be that the era of mega-townships is coming to an end, in favour of smaller settlements where 
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-# . ..The  Southern  Africa  Labour  and  Development  Research  Unit  (SALDRU)  conducts  research  directed  at 
improving the well-being of South Africa’s poor. It was established in 1975. Over the next two decades the 
unit’s research played a central role in documenting the human costs of apartheid. Key projects from this 
period included the Farm Labour Conference (1976), the Economics of Health Care Conference (1978), and 
the Second Carnegie Enquiry into Poverty and Development in South Africa (1983-86). At the urging of the 
African National Congress, from 1992-1994 SALDRU and the World Bank coordinated the Project for Statistics 
on Living Standards and Development (PSLSD). This project provide baseline data for the implementation 
of post-apartheid socio-economic policies through South Africa’s first non-racial national sample survey. 
 
In the post-apartheid period, SALDRU has continued to gather data and conduct research directed at 
informing and assessing anti-poverty policy.   In line with its historical contribution, SALDRU’s researchers 
continue to conduct research detailing changing patterns of well-being in South Africa and assessing the 
impact of government policy on the poor.  Current research work falls into the following research themes:   
post-apartheid poverty; employment and migration dynamics; family support structures in an era of rapid 
social change; public works and public infrastructure programmes, financial strategies of the poor; common 
property resources and the poor.  Key survey projects include the Langeberg Integrated Family Survey 
(1999), the Khayelitsha/Mitchell’s Plain Survey (2000), the ongoing Cape Area Panel Study (2001-) and the 
Financial Diaries Project. 
www.saldru.uct.ac.za
10 University Avenue,  University of Cape Town
Private Bag, Rondebosch 7701, Cape Town, South Africa
Tel:  +27 (0)21 650 5696
Fax:  +27 (0) 21 650 5797
Email:  brenda.adams@uct.ac.za
southern africa labour and development research unit